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language of the FOST 1 and 2 dceds and is inconsistent with the rest of the paragraph.

Paragraph 7: The last sentence should be deletcd, It is inconsistent with the negoliated
language of the FOST 1 and 2 deeds and is inconsistent with the rest of the paragraph.

Paragraph 9, Notice Regarding Groundwater: This notice is differcnt from the clause that the
Corporation agreed to in the FOST 2 Deed, which was an Interim Covenant and Restriction
Concerning the Use of Groundwater. It appears that the Navy proposes to utilize this notice,
rather than an interim covenant and restriction, in response to EPA and DEP comments on the
FOST 3 draft, but Navy has ot addressed the further response of EPA in its letter of April 2,
2007. The Corporation believes that the Navy must first satisfactorily address the concerns of
both regulators. The Corporation has sevcral concerns with the form of the proposed Notice.
First, the Notice would place the burden of creating any institutional controls that may be
appropriate on the Grantee. Second, the Notice, as draftcd, would apply to all 30 subparcels
which are part of FOST 4, when it is intended only to be applicable to the seven specific

Nt '

subparcels which might be affected by IR Sites 1, 10 and 11. See Memorandum for the Record.

par. 3, page 4; par. 9; page 6 and other relevant portions of the draft FOST. Finally, the Notice
as drafted fails to take into account that it may not be needed when response actions at these
three IR Sites are complete. To date, the Corporation has not agreed to accept any permancnt
groundwater restrictions. The Interim Covenant and Restriction Concerning the Use of
Groundwater in the FOST 2 deed was carcfully drafted to provide one or more end points
which could be readily determined by soreone examining the title record for the affected
subparcels. Similar clear cnd points must be provided in the event an alternative to the use of an
interim covenant and restriction is ever deemed acceprable by the regulators or the Corporation.

Enclosures 3.4, 5 and 6

1.

Pleasc increase the percentage of shading for the rows which contain closed sites. It is difficult
to differcntiate the shaded versus non-shaded rows in the draft documnent.

Enclosure 5

1.

Page 4, AOC 61: Please revise the status to note that the Navy has proposed additional
investigation work at this site.

Enclosure 6

1.

Refercnces column: Please provide NFA (no further action) concurrence dates for all regulator
correspondences for closed sitcs.

Enclosure.7

The Corporation understands that revisions to the solid wastc inventory may occur pending the
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completion of further visual site inspections, and hereby reserves the right to comment on the
completed inventory when it becomes available.



(€D ST
& ep

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

@HDH'”Ng

- 5 REGION 1
M‘ g 1 CONGRESS STREET, SUITE 1100
%, & BOSTON, MASSACHUSETTS 02114-2023

4 ppote®
August 30, 2007

Mr. Dave Barney

Navy Caretaker Site Office

P.O. Box 169

South Weymouth, MA 02190-001

Subject: Responses of Draft Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for Thirty
Subparcels (dpproximately 317.61 Total Acres) and Responsiveness
Summary at the Former Naval Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth,
Massachusetts

Dear Mr. Barney:

The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Responses
to U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Comments, Attachment 1, May 23, 2007, on
Finding of Suitability to Transfer #4, March 2007. The responses were submitted in July
2007. The original document was entitled Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for
Thirty Subparcels Designated: OS-CRP-1, MUVD-1, OS-CRP-2, MUVD-2, OS-WEY-1,
OS-CRP-3, OS-WEY-2, MUVD-3, OS-WEY-3, VCD-1, VCD-2, OS-WEY-4, OS-CRP-4,
OS-ABN-1, OS-CRP-5, OS-RKD-1, GOSD-1, OS-CRP-6, OS-CRP-7, O§-RKD-2, OS-
RKD-3, RD-1, MUVD-4, OS-WEY-5, OS-CRP-8, RD-2, MUVD-5, OS-CRP-9, RecD-1,
AND OS-WEY-6 (Approximately 317.61 Total Acres), Former Naval Air Station South
Weymouth, Weymouth, Massachusetts, dated March 2007.

This review pertains to Attachment 1 of the May 23, 2007 EPA letter. It is noted that
issues covered in Attachment 2 are not addressed in this RTC submittal. Responses to

comments in Attachment 1 are accepted, except as noted below.

EPA General Comments

1. OK - no specific response needed.

2. The comment noted that the status of subparcels MUVD-4, OS-WEY-4, OS-
CRP-4, GOSD-1, OS-CRP-7, and OS-RKD-2 may still be affected by the ongoing
sampling described in the Sampling Plan for the West Mat and East Mat Storm
Drainage Systems. The response states: “The available information from the
storm drain maintenance activities indicates no releases to the environment in the
listed subparcels, especially in areas adjacent to RIA 112. The planned additional
sampling for RIA 112 does not include proposed sampling locations in proximity
to the listed subparcels.” While both of these statements may be accurate, the
results of the West Mat and East Mat sampling have not yet been made available
for review and the proposed further sample locations have not yet been
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communicated to regulators. Until EPA has reviewed this information, it cannot
concur that data indicate no release and that additional sampling proposed
sampling does not overlap with the proposed subparcels.

The response indicates that “‘groundwater restriction language, as developed for
FOST 3” will be included in FOST 4.

EPA Specific Comments

L.

2.

10.

11.

12,

13.

14.

OK — response accepted.

OK — EPA awaits the Final Maintenance Action Report for RIA 39H to document
that NFA is appropriate.

OK - response accepted.
OK — response accepted.

OK - second part of the comment referred to a buffer around the WGL site. The
response agrees that a 200-foot buffer will be considered for this FOST.

OK - response is accepted.

OK -~ EPA looks forward to receiving the photographs of the weir structure.

OK - response accepted.

OK —response accepted.

OK - response accepted.

OK - response accepted.

OK — response accepted.

OK — response accepted.

OK — comment incorrectly referred to Table 1-12 and is repeated as Comment 14.
The comment noted that the ECP category in Table 1-3 for RIA 112 should be a
7, not a 4, to reflect an ongoing investigation as described in the Sampling Plan
for the West Mat and East Mat Storm Drainage Systems. The response states that
the category will remain a 4, because “the available information from the storm
drain maintenance activities associated with RIA 112 indicates no releases to the

environment in the area around the Tile Leach Field.” Subparcel OS-CRP-4
seems to be located close to sample location DP-12 from the Sampling Plan for



the West Mat and East Mat Storm Drainage Systems. Until EPA has had a
chance to review data from this sample and others in the area, it is premature to
conclude that there has been no release in the vicinity of Subparcel OS-CRP-4,

15. OK — comment accepted.
16. OK ~ comment accepted.

17. A. The original comment requested that further detail be included in Enclosure (3)
regarding future planned work at WGL, including the potential extent of
contamination relative to site boundaries, possibility that contamination may
reach beyond current limits, and questions regarding the extent of groundwater
contamination, etc. The response is generally acceptable. Please note that, if
contamination is found beyond the limits of the WGL boundary, the Navy would
be required to address it as part of the site contamination. -

B. OK -- comment accepted.
18. OK ~ response accepted.
19. OK — response accepted.
20. OK — response accepted.
21. OK - response accepted.
22. OK - response accepted,
23. OK - response accepted.

24. OK - EPA awaits responses to the Final Sampling Plan for AOC 60, RIA 30B,
NEX Swale, and Barracks Ditches.

25. OK — response accepted.
26. OK -~ response accepted.

EPA reserves all rights and authorities relating to information not contained in this draft
document whether or not such information was known when the Environmental Baseline
Survey to Transfer (EBST) was issued or is discovered after such issuance. Please note
that EPA reviewed this document solely for the purposes of determining whether it meets
the requirements of the Department of Defense (DOD) Guidance on the Environmental
Review Process to Reach a Finding of Suitability to Transfer dated June 1, 1994. EPA
has not reviewed the draft FOST for any other purpose, including compliance with the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).



This letter and enclosure should be placed in the administrative record. As per DOD
policy, the Navy shall provide public notice of signing the FOST and provide the
regulators with a copy of the signed FOST.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. If you have any questions,
please call me at (617) 918-1382.

Sincerely,

(AT

Patty Marajh-Whittemore
Remedial Project Manager

cc:  Brian Helland/Navy
Dave Chaffin/MADEP
Terry Francher/SSTTDC
RAB Members
Bryan Olsor/EPA, Federal Facility Chief, R&R II
John Beling/EPA, Office of Environmental Stewardship
Kymberlee Keckler/Rick Sugatt/EPA

c\ebs2\fosAFOST4- RTC-Revised— 30 Subparcels ~August 2007-EPA



COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS
EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL AFFAIRS

DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
ONE WINTER STREET, BOSTON, MA 02108 617-292-5500

DEVAL L. PATRICK AN A. BOWLES
Governor Secretary
TIMOTHY P. MURRAY ARLEEN O'DONNELL
lieutenant Governor Commissioner

Mr. Brian Helland, RPM Re: Responses to Comments on FOST 4

BRAC PMO, Northeast Thirty Subparcels (OS-CRP-1 et al.)

4911 South Broad Street Former South Weymouth NAS

Philadelphia, PA 19112 RTN 4-3002621

August 10, 2007

Dear Mr. Helland:

The Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) reviewed the Navy’s responses to
comments on the Finding of Suitability to Transfer (FOST) for Thirty Subparcels Designated
OS-CRP-1, MUVD-1, OS-CRP-2, MUVD-2, OS-WEY-1, OS-CRP-3, OS-WEY-2, MUVD-3, OS-
WEY-3, VCD-1, VCD-2, OS-WEY-4, OS-CRP-4, OS-ABN-1, OS-CRP-5, OS-RKD-1, GOSD-1,
O0S-CRP-6, OS-CRP-7, OS-RKD-2, OS-RKD-3, RD-1, NUVD-4, OS-WEY-5, OS-CRP-8, RD-2,
MUVD-5. OS-CRP-9, RecD-1, and OS-WEY-6 (approximately 317.61 total acres), Former Naval
Air Station (NAS) South Weymouth, Weymouth, Massachusetts, received July 25, 2007. While
the responses have adequately addressed most of our comments on the FOST, we have
determined that the responses concerning two critical issues, security of environmental sites on
adjacent Navy property and the proposed implementation of groundwater restrictions, are not
acceptable. Details are provided in the attached comments.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, I can be reached at (617) 348-4005.

Very truly yours,

3. Uhaf
David Chaffin

Federal Facilities Project Manager
Bureau of Waste Site Cleanup

CcC: D. Barney, USN-S. Weymouth
P. Marajh-Whittemore, USEPA
Executive Director, SSTTDC
RAB Members
R. l.ehan, MADEP-Boston
A. Malewicz, MADEP-Boston

This information is available in alternate format. Call Donald M. Gomes, ADA Coordinator at 617-556-1057. TDD Service - 1-800-298-2207,

MassDEP on the World Wide Web: hitp://www.mass gov/dep
g',’y Printed on Recycled Paper



MASSDEP COMMENTS
FOST FOR THIRTY SUBPARCELS (OS-CRP-1 et al.)
FORMER S. WEYMOUTH NAS, S. WEYMOUTH, MASSACHUSETTS
AUGUST 10, 2007

Response to General Comment

The proposal to “consider” posting signs along the perimeters of active sites located in the
vicinity of the FOST subparcels is insufficient to ensure that trespassers from the FOST
subparcels would be informed of the potential hazards that exist at those sites.

The proposal to place responsibility for securing the sites that pose the greatest potential risks to
trespassers (¢.g., West Gate Landfill and AOC 55C) on the developer of adjacent FOST property
by conducting a “review” of the site boundaries and an effort to “encourage the developer and its
subcontractors to restrict and control access” is woefully inadequate to address the risks posed by
these sites. The Navy has and will continue to have sole responsibility for implementing and
maintaining effective and reliable measures to secure its sites while development proceeds on
nearby property.

As explained in the original comment, trespassing at nearby sites is an on-going concern that is
expected to worsen progressively as development proceeds. Accordingly, in seeking
endorsement of the transfer of the FOST subparcels, the Navy should provide reasonable
assurances that adequate measures will be implemented to secure nearby sites before the FOST
property is transferred. To accomplish this, signs should be posted and fences installed as
described in the original comment, or some equivalent means of site control should be identified
and implemented.

Response to Comment 1 on Enclosure 2 — Environmental Covenants

The response to this comment did not address the specific concerns raised about the proposed
implementation of groundwater restrictions, nor did it address the related concerns raised in the
comments and correspondence on FOST 3. A summary of these concerns follows:

e The imposition of groundwater restrictions would be inconsistent with the finding that the
subparcels are suitable for unrestricted use;

o The proposed groundwater restrictions could be used to avoid or delay necessary remedial
investigations or actions; for example, deferring an investigation that would address
doubts about the extent of a site until after the property in doubt is transferred;

e The proposed groundwater restrictions could transfer Navy cleanup obligations to the
property recipient, for example, requiring the property recipient to address contamination
attributable to Navy sites by controlling groundwater movement, treating groundwater, or
implementing institutional controls;



e The proposed groundwater restrictions would impair the property recipient’s ability to
utilize the groundwater resource within the aquifer protection district established on the
west side of the base (e.g., underlying subparcel OS-WEY-4), for example, requiring the
property recipient to satisfy non-specified definitions of “no acceptable risk” and
“inadvertent use”; and

o The proposed groundwater restrictions would needlessly encumber the property; the
Navy’s stated concern about interference with investigations and remedial actions on
adjacent property can be addressed without encumbrance using a notice, as previously
proposed by the Navy. '

For these reasons, groundwater restrictions should be deleted from the FOST.
Response to Comment 3 on Enclosure 3 — Summary of IR Program Sites

The FOST should cite the NTCRA report associated with the swale and wetland removal action,
which was conducted on two of the FOST subparcels (the floor drain NTCRA was not conducted
on any of the FOST subparcels): Final Removal Action Completion Report, Stormwater System
Installation & Swale and Wetland Hydric Soil Excavation and Off-Site T) reatment/Disposal at the
United States Coast Guard Integrated Support Detachment South Weymouth Buoy Depot, South
Weymouth, Massachusetts, Nobis Engineering, Inc., April 2006.



EPA Approval of FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary

From: Keckler.Kymberlee@epamail.epa.gov

Sent: Monday, October 15, 2007 1:47 PM

To: Call, Phoebe

Cc: 4barneys@verizon.net; Helland, Brian J CIV NAVFAC Midlant; Chaffin,
David (DEP)

Subject: Re: FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary - Responses to Comments

Thank you for this. EPA has no further comment.

Kymberlee Keckler, Chemical Engineer

Federal Facilities Superfund Section

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1
1 Congress Street (HBT)

Boston, MA 02114-2023

Telephone: 617.918.1385
Facsimile: 617.918.0385
E-mail: keckler.kymberlee@epa.gov



MassDEP FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary - Responses to Comments

From: Chaffin, David (DEP) [David.Chaffin@state.ma.us]

Sent: Wednesday, October 10, 2007 4:11 PM

To: Helland, Brian J CIV NAVFAC Midlant; 4barneys@verizon.net

Cc: Keckler.Kymberlee@epamail.epa.gov; Call, Phoebe

Subject: RE: FOST 4 Responsiveness Summary - Responses to Comments

For Use In Intra-Agency Policy Deliberations

Comments on October 2 responses to DEP comments on FOST 4:
Response to General Comment

The posting of warning signs along the perimeters of active sites will address the concern about informing
potential trespassers of the hazards associated with sites near the FOST subparcels. Please inform us
when installation locations and times have been determined.

The proposal to rely on the SSTTDC/LNR security plan to control access to nearby sites that pose
unacceptable risks via surface media appears to be a reasonable approach for current conditions, i.e.,
during Phase la construction. However, the approach appears to be inadequate to address the significant
near-term changes expected as construction continues in the Phase 1a area and expands onto other parts
of the base. In particular, recent reports indicate that housing in the Phase 1a area may be ready for
occupancy in early 2009. As residents begin to occupy former base property, the base perimeter fence that
now limits public access to the sites will not separate the public from the sites. Further, the SSTTDC/LNR
security plan will be less effective in restricting public access to the sites, as such access will be possible 24
hours per day via transferred property where construction activities are not on-going and non-monitored
Navy-retained property. Consequently, in anticipation of these significant changes, the Navy should provide
reasonable assurances that it will implement measures to provide an equivalent level of security for the sites
of concern (e.g., enclosing the sites with fences, security patrols, or completing response actions) before the
general public has access to the currently fenced area.

Response to General Comment 1 on Enclosure 2 - Environmental Covenants

The response did not address the concerns about groundwater restrictions expressed in the previous
comments. If the Navy seeks the Department's endorsement of the FOST, | would recommend that Navy,
DEP, and EPA representatives meet to try to resolve the issue.

David Chaffin

Mass. Department of Environmental Protection
One Winter Street

Boston, MA 02108

Phone: 617-348-4005

FAX: 617-292-5530





